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székely 1
Quodlibets in the 15th Century
It is best to recall certain aspects of the character of medieval quodlibetal debate which serve to bring out more clearly the issues examined here. Disputation de quolibet appears in the first half of the 13th century (around 1230) in the Faculty of theology at the University of Paris.1 It derived from the disputatio ordinaria, a very popular oral exercise within the university which placed great importance on the formation of students. The quodlibet borrowed from this its division into two sessions (disputatio and determinatio) but, unlike the disputatio ordinaria that occurred weekly, a quodlibetal disputation took place twice a year, during Advent and Lent. Moreover, unlike other forms of university disputation, the quodlibet had no relation to teaching. We might instead call it a completely exceptional performance of the master, in which he had to respond to all questions posed by the public. Masters were not obliged to hold these disputations, but those who did could see it as a way of enhancing or establishing their reputation. They were supposed to be both highly competent in the subject matter and intellectually agile, since they had to confront a flurry of questions bearing on diverse and at times daring topics.2 On the day when this ceremony would take place, students were given dispensation from their courses to assist at the debate. The event would be open to all: students, masters, educated persons not part of the university, civil and ecclesiastical authorities-even the bishop at times would be present. It is equally important to recall the proceedings of the dispute (in two stages) in order better to understand its subsequent transformations.
The disputatio stands as the first session of the event, where the master would respond to questions posed to him by any person from the audience (a quolibet) and concerning any theme whatsoever (de quolibet) . During this session, one or several bachelors would play the role of respondens (a requirement for the baccalarii formati) and give provisional responses to the various questions. We also note the presence of one (or several) opponens, who offered objections and refuted arguments. Generally, the master would intervene only rarely in this first stage. The second phase, the determinatio, occurred several days later. Over the interim, the master reorganised all the material of the preceding session and prepared his definitive response. He would present the questions in a logical order, summarise at various lengths the arguments 1 Wippel 1982 , p. 157, n. 1. Glorieux, 1925 , p. 11-55. 2 Glorieux 1935 : "(…) l' on comprend sans peine pourquoi on se pressait aux Quodlibets comme à un spectacle toujours nouveau et toujours attrayant. Nul ne savait quelles péripéties s' y dérouleraient, ni au prix de combien d' efforts le maître sortirait victorieux".
presented during the discussion and give his own solution. In most cases, the master also had the obligation of preparing an official version of the dispute for publication. Disputation de quolibet has long been considered to be closely related to the Faculty of theology in Paris since, on the one hand, around 80 % of extant texts witness to this setting and, on the other hand, as Olga Weijers has noted, "it had no real equivalent in the Faculty of arts".3 Indeed, we have only a few sources in manuscript of disputations de quolibet held in the Faculty of arts in Paris in the 13th century. It seems they took place once a year, in winter, in the church of Saint Julien le Pauvre.4 The few texts that have come down to us tell us nothing about their proceedings, but allow us to see that these quodlibeta, above all, treated questions of natural philosophy. Their argumentation seems to have been very different from that of the theologians and consists in very brief responses. Around 1320, the prestige of quodlibets fades considerable in Paris.
The situation is very different in the Germanic Holy Roman Empire, where new universities were being founded from 1348. These solemn events were integrated into academic life around the end of the 14th century and the beginning of the 15th century, as indicated both by university statutes and by the texts themselves that have been conserved.5 The disputes took place once a year and constituted a large-scale event which, according to Pavel Spunar, represented "the visiting card", as it were, of the university organising it.6 The new form of the quodlibet is, however, very different in comparison to its Parisian roots from the 13th century.
First of all, the dispute de quolibet was no longer a speciality of the Faculty of theology, but became a distinguishing feature of the Faculty of arts. Indeed, the Faculties of medicine, law and theology were excluded from the organisation of these events.7 Secondly, the proceedings of the ceremony underwent a change, as the various university statutes attest. Generally speaking, these statutes provide the same description, with some minor differences.8 In the present 3 Weijers 2009 , p. 99. 4 Glorieux 1935 The regulations of the statutes relative to disputations de quolibet date from 1379 and 1391 for Prague,9 and from 1412 for Erfurt.10 The events took place once a year: in Prague on 3 January; and in Erfurt, on the feria following the feast of Saint Bartholomew (after 24 August). Several months before the disputation, a quodlibetarius (who, in Prague, was called magister disputans, disputaturus or presidens) was elected to prepare and preside over it. He had to be a regent master, but did not have to meet any requirements of seniority. He only had to accept the role willingly. The ceremony began with a prayer or a brief inaugural address, followed by the examination of the questio principalis. Then came the replies from the masters, with priority given to the rector of the University and the dean of the Faculty of arts, followed by the masters of arts according to academic seniority.
The quodlibetarius was entrusted with the task of preparing both the principal question (questio principalis) and the questions for the masters. The questio designated as principalis was prepared before the ceremony by the quodlibetarius who would present his arguments. First, a bachelor named as respondens would give provisory arguments, then the question would be scrutinised by all those who held a university degree. In Prague, the theme of the questio principalis was always on the first principle of the cosmos, while in Erfurt it could develop a topic pertaining to natural philosophy, ethics or metaphysics. Then came the questions posed to other masters. Unlike quodlibets in the West in the 13th century, where questions were spontaneously posed to masters by the public, in the quodlibets of central Europe in the 14th and 15th centuries, the master (i.e. the quodlibetarius) posed questions to his colleagues, that is, to the other masters involved in the event. The quodlibetarius composed these questions well in advance of the ceremony and passed them over to each master several weeks before the event, so that they would be able properly to prepare themselves. We do not know if these questions were given along with supporting arguments (pro and contra), or if they consisted only in the decthe recommendation made to regent masters to attend the disputes regularly. Despite the paucity of information, these disputations undoubtedly took place in Leipzig and are transmitted in many manuscripts. 9
The laration of the question itself. In the case of Prague, however, it is certain that the presidens of the disputation developed, in writing, a complex setting for the dispute which he would direct: his inaugural and closing addresses, his principal question and the questions intended for the masters, accompanied by his own arguments (for and against) that he used to confront the dialectical discussions ensuing with each of the respondents. In Erfurt, the questions assigned to the participants by the quodlibetarius had to be restricted to each master's area of specialisation. In both cases, the ceremony could last for many days, until every master had discussed the question addressed to them. At the end of this "verbal duels", the quodlibetarius would usually offer a closing address and would thank the audience. The evolution of quodlibetal disputation is striking. With the increase in pomp and circumstance, the element of spontaneity is replaced by lengthy preparations. Disputatio de quolibet became a sort of sumptuous event peculiar to the philosophers. The various manuscript witnesses which transmit these quodlibets exist in many forms: the disputed questions are conserved by themselves, or in collections of questions de quolibet, in the form of reportationes (rarely) or in manuals of quodlibetarii. The latter are precious documents that relate the preparations preceding the quodlibetal dispute by the master responsible for their direction. At the present state of research, only manuals from Prague are known. In their most complete form, they include the following elements: the preliminary address, the principal question (debated by the quodlibetarius), the questions prepared to be addressed to the masters, accompanied by paragraphs contra concedentem et contra negantem and, finally, a closing address. It is worth bearing in mind that these paragraphs contra concedentem and contra negantem do not reflect the content of the dispute as it actually took place, but rather the arguments prepared by the quodlibetarius in order to facilitate the discussion that he must carry out with each participant. So even if the disputation as such cannot be reconstructed from these manuals, through them one can at least have some insight into the doctrinal interests of the university, into the thought of the master-quodlibetarius and into the authorities upon which his arguments depend.
Most of the extant quodlibetal questions coming from central European universities are still unedited. No systematic study has examined them, with one notable exception being the monograph of Jiří Kejř (written in Czech) ,11 who provides a list of questions debated in Prague between 1394 and 1417. Thirteen of the sixteen questions considered in the present study come from the man- The questio principalis of Henry of Geismar12 Henry of Geismar pursued his studies in Prague at the end of the 14th century, matriculating as a bachelor in the Faculty of arts. He became rector in Erfurt in 1412 and participated in the reform of the university's statutes.13 In 1414, he was elected quodlibetarius to organise the disputation in the same year. At the present state of research on the University of Erfurt, his quodlibet is the oldest known to us.14 I have co-edited the quodlibet by Henry of Geismar, in another publication.15
Of the disputation organised by Henry, we know only the principal question that he would have prepared in advance and disputed during the ceremony. It is an interpretation of theorem I of the Liber de causis. The doctrinal discussion developed by Henry is quite unique for the 15th century, inasmuch as it returns to the exegetical tradition prior to the commentary of Thomas Aquinas, notably to the text attributed by scholars to Adam of Bocfeld, from which Henry copies several passages.16 Furthermore, he utilises the terminology of causality and influx from Roger Bacon and pseudo-Henry of Ghent, while passing over Albert the Great's doctrine of fluxus. He never mentions Proclus and makes no reference to the separate substances. For his theory of causality, Henry adopts an Aristotelian model, offering an interpretation of the first theorem of the Liber de causis which compares causes of the same genus (the first formal cause flows forth more abundantly than the secondary formal cause into the same 12 This question is conserved in two manuscripts: Erfurt, Universitäts-und Forschungsbibliothek Erfurt/Gotha, CA 4°236, f. 29r-33v and Uppsala, Universitetsbibliotek C 639, f. 111r-114r. effect) and the causes of different genera (the formal cause flows forth more abundantly than the material cause, and the final cause more than the efficient cause). In the first case, he invalidates the first proposition of the De causis by maintaining that the secondary cause influences more than the first, but in the second case he confirms the theorem, holding that the final cause has greater influence than the others. When setting out the plan of his disputation, Peter indicates that he will leave aside an argument referring to the essence of the first cause since another master will discuss this topic: (…) tertio pretermissa, scilicet de essentia prime cause, cum de hoc, sicut informatus sum, unus magistrorum meorum reverendorum habeat determinare (MS Erfurt, Universitäts-und Forschungsbibliothek Erfurt/Gotha, CA 4°236, f. 47v).
A Disputed Question of Peter Steinbecke

2.1.3
An Anonymous Disputed Question An anonymous question, which was likely disputed in Erfurt also in the 1420s, is conserved in the same manuscript from Erfurt (Erfurt, Universitäts-und One codicological aspect should be noted here: the question, written on a bifolio, was integrated into the codex without any relation to the preceding or subsequent text. The bifolio was visibly folded twice and, on the verso of the final folio, two identical notes appear in German: Mit Heil [with greetings]. This likely is a letter. One might suppose that the master who disputed the question (or his secretary) sent it to an addressee whose name remains unknown. Was it sent to the scribe preparing the publication of the disputed question? Or was it sent before the event in order to prepare the disputed question? It is hard to tell. The letter, once unfolded, was inserted into the manuscript but previously circulated independently of it, since the verso of the final folio is dirty.
2.2
The University of Prague 2.2.1 A Question from the Manual de Quolibet of Simon of Tišnov Simon of Tišnov became master of the Faculty of arts in Prague in 1398 and, in 1411, he held the post of rector in the university. That same year the ceremony de quolibet presided by Jan Hus took place.20 Simon was elected quodlibetarius to preside over the dispute on 3 January 1414, but it could not take place, as indicated in an article issued from the deliberations of 8 January 1414, mentioning the rector's decision to delay the debate to follow the feast of Saint George [23 April 1414] . Yet again, however, it did not take place. of Tišnov was elected once more quodlibetarius (for the dispute on 3 January 1415) but, for unknown reasons, the ceremony was postponed again. On 23 June 1415, the masters decided to keep Simon as the organiser of the quodlibet in 1416, and it was then that the debate finally took place. At that time, Simon was still an avid follower of the ideas of Jan Hus, who died at the stake one year earlier, on 6 July 1415. In 1419 Simon changed his views and became a severe critic of the Hussites. The question that we present here and edit in the appendix of the present contribution is taken from his manual as quodlibetarius, but we do not know the name of the master to whom Simon posed it. The question planned by master Simon was composed of a suppositum (Utrum sicut nulla secundarum causarum potest effectum creare prima causa ipsum non concausante …) and a quesitum (… ita prima causa non cuiuslibet cause secunde vicem supplere potest in causando). The framework typical of the Prague manuals of the quodlibetarii is present, with paragraphs contra concedentem and contra negantem. Here, in fact, one finds four paragraphs: against and for the suppositum and against and for the quesitum respectively. These paragraphs contain several short arguments.
One passage in particular is worthy of our attention here. It is found in the paragraph against the suppositum questionis-in this case, against the idea that no secondary cause can create an effect without the participation of the primary case. To criticise this position, Simon tacitly copies a thesis which has its remote roots in question 2 of Siger of Brabant's commentary on the De causis. Siger refers here to a polemic made against the moderni by Averroes in his Commentary on the Metaphysics (book IX). Averroes criticises, in all likelihood, the Ash'arites, who held the view that the first cause can produce all things immediately. Yet Siger would not have known the details of the polemic against the Ash'arites. He instead uses this passage to develop a critique of Thomas Aquinas.22 Indeed, in his Sentences commentary, Aquinas explicitly cites theorem I of the Liber to develop a philosophical explanation of the miracle of the Eucharist. The Dominican explains that, just as the first cause does not cease influencing an effect when a secondary cause withdraws its influence, so God is able to make accidents subsist without their substance. By redefining the relation between substance and accidents, Thomas specifies that the latter are able to subsist in quantity.23 Siger attacks this position, criticising Thomas for trying to explain with philosophical language phenomena which do not belong to the natural order of things, and instead affirms the view that the first cause székely can never dispense with the activity of secondary causes. According to Siger, if the first cause were in fact to intervene directly, as the opponents combatted by Averroes in his commentary on book IX of the Metaphysics maintain, the existence of secondary causes would have no meaning, as they would be deprived of their proper operations.24 It is certainly this discussion, with the reference to Averroes and the vocabulary of Siger, which is taken up in the question by Tišnov: székely is a change in the status of the quodlibet into the lands of the Germanic Holy Roman Empire, with a notable transfer from the Faculty of theology in the 13th century to the Faculty of arts in the 15th century, it is worth observing that these questions also touched theological topics. Indeed, the quodlibet was an occasion to listen to the master of arts discuss themes that would have been of interest to all the members of the university. In this context it is remarkable that, between 1400-1417, a group of masters from the Faculty of arts repeatedly disputed topics taken from the De causis. Theorems I on divine immediacy, IV(V) on the ontological status of the first created being and XII(XIII) on the reflexive knowledge of intellect seem to have interested them most. At the University of Prague, at least seven questions examine the theorem I of the Liber de causis with striking similarities. Previously I mentioned the similarities between the question from the manual of Simon of Tišnov and a question from the manual of Mathias of Knin. There are also thematic similarities between the questions debated in the quodlibets from Prague and those from Erfurt, such as the topic of the knowledge of the intelligences from the Book of Causes
IV(V). The question formulated by John Arsen (Prague, ca. 1400) (Utrum omnis intelligentia secunda intelligat se et alia) is taken up in identical form in the quodlibet of Mathias of Knin (Prague, 1409), which we read also in the Anonymous of Erfurt (Utrum quelibet intelligentia intelligat se et quamlibet aliam a se).27
Through the recurrence of topics and the presence of the same masters during successive years of quodlibetal disputations, the philosophical community of the university of Prague gradually forged a local tradition that enabled both the elaboration of specific positions and their transfer to other institutions, such as the Faculty of arts at the university of Erfurt. Moreover, the repetition of questions posed in these quodlibets, both from Prague and Erfurt, should not be interpreted as a lack of originality or as mere institutional imitation, but as a precious indicator of the scholarly networks of that time.
It is worth noting that the act of selecting theorems from the Liber de causis proves that the text was known, studied and open for several kinds of interpretation. It had already given rise to a rich exegetical tradition in which authors freely appealed to earlier arguments, like those used in various debates about the Eucharist. The presence of this tradition in such notorious academic events is notable, since ceremonies de quolibet played an essential role in the intellectual life of the university and could also stand as an echo of contemporary insti- The manual of Mathias of Knin is to be found in MS Praha, Knihovna Metropolitni Kapituly, L 45, f. 1v-151v. Cf. Kejř, 1971, p. 116-136. 32 The manual of Simon de Tišnov is in the same MS Praha as the manual of Jan Hus: MS Praha, Knihovna Národního muzea V C 42, f. 55r-146v. Cf. Kejř 1971, p. 149-158 . proprias actiones non habent cerebrum aptum natum ad bonum.42 Et consequentia patet, quia quelibet operatio, cum dependet a prima causa, prime cause est attribuenda; ergo non erit proprie propria secunde cause etc. Item, sequitur quod animalia non moverentur ex se et per se. Consequens contra 38 Cf. Aristoteles, Physica, II, 3, Physica, II, 3, 195b20 (AL VII 1.2, p. 62, l. 8) . 40 Averroes, Super Metaphysicam, IX, comm. 7, p. 38. 41 Averroes, Super Metaphysicam, IX, comm. 7, p. 38. 42 Sigerus Item, tunc prima causa non foret causa universalissima, quia ad aliquem effectum eius se causalitas non extenderet, quod est falsum.
Item, melius est primam causam quemlibet effectum causare quam non causare quemlibet; ergo hoc erit sibi potius attribuendum si dicitur quod malitiam moralem non causat. Contra: prima causa conservat malitiam; 10 ergo causat malitiam. Consequentia tenet, quia arguitur ab eodem ad idem, quia in prima causa idem sunt conservatio et causatio etc. Item, omne bonum prima causa vult; sed malitia moralis est bonum, quia verum; ergo bonum etc. Illud est bonum cuius finis est bonus, sed malitie finis est bonus; ergo malitia est bona. Minor patet, quia iusta vindicta est 15 finis malitie et multa alia bona et decor et pulcritudo et perfectio universi.
Item, malitia est ordinata, quia minime ad penam; ergo est bona. Item, est ordinata in suo genere vel in sua specie; ergo est bona. Consequentia tenet: omne ordinatum est bonum.
Contra negantem principalem quesitum, quia 'prima causa non cuiuslibet 20 cause secunde' etc.
Contra: nullam formam materialem nec aliquod accidens materiale prima causa potest per se sine concausantia substantie materialis producere; ergo 'prima causa non cuiuslibet cause secunde vicem' etc. Antecedens probatur, quia si sic, tunc forma materialis foret immaterialis, quia sine 25 materia, et sic prima causa posset producere meum motum sine hoc quod ego movear ipsum subiective causando. Similiter posset disputationem vel causalitatem meam sine hoc quod ego subiective causer eam; sed illa sunt inconvenientia; ergo etc.
Item 
